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Reports and Data Required by Federal Rule 


Reports below are in the order of federal regulation. Federal requirements are in bold type and 
the Missouri Department of Natural Resources’ response follows each requirement. Responses 
that are data tables are found in the Attachments. 





TITLE 40--PROTECTION OF ENVIRONMENT 
CHAPTER I--ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
SUBCHAPTER C--AIR PROGRAMS 


PART 51--REQUIREMENTS FOR PREPARATION, ADOPTION, AND SUBMITTAL 
OF IMPLEMENTATION PLANS 


SUBPART S--INSPECTION/MAINTENANCE PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS 


§ 51.366 Data analysis and reporting. 


Data analysis and reporting are required to allow for monitoring and evaluation of the 
program by program management and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and 
shall provide information regarding the types of program activities performed and their 
final outcomes, including summary statistics and effectiveness evaluations of the 
enforcement mechanism, the quality assurance system, the quality control program, and 
the testing element. Initial submission of the following annual reports shall commence 
within 18 months of initial implementation of the program as required by Sec. 51.373 of 
this subpart. The biennial report shall commence within 30 months of initial 
implementation of the program as required by Sec. 51.373 of this subpart. 


(a) Test data report. The program shall submit to EPA by July of each year a report 
providing basic statistics on the testing program for January through December of the 
previous year, including: 

The following responses cover data gathered from January through December 2017. See the 
addendum for an explanation of the calculations in the attachments. See Attachment | for a 
Summary of information from Attachments 2-16. 


(1) The number of vehicles tested by model year and vehicle type; 
See Attachment 2 — (1) The number of vehicles tested by model year and vehicle type 


(2) By model year and vehicle type, the number and percentage of vehicles: 
(i) Failing initially, per test type; 
See Attachment 3 — (21) Vehicles Failing Initially 


(ii) Failing the first retest per test type; 
See Attachment 4 — (211) Vehicles Failing the First Retest 


(iii) Passing the first retest per test type; 
See Attachment 5 — (2iii) Vehicles Passing the First Retest 


(iv) Initially failed vehicles passing the second or subsequent retest per test 
type; 
See Attachment 6 — (2iv) Vehicles Passing the Second or Subsequent Retest 


(v) Initially failed vehicles receiving a waiver; and 
See Attachment 7 — (2v) Initially Failed Vehicles Receiving a Waiver 


(vi) Vehicles with no known final outcome (regardless of reason). 
See Attachment 8 — (2vi) Vehicles with No Known Final Outcome 


(vii) - (x) [Reserved] 


(xi) Passing the on-board diagnostic check; 
See Attachment 9 — (2xi-xii) Vehicles Passing/Failing the On-Board 
Diagnostic Test 


(xii) Failing the on-board diagnostic check; 
See Attachment 9 — (2xi-xii) Vehicles Passing/Failing the On-Board 
Diagnostic Test 


(xiii) Failing the on-board diagnostic check and passing the tailpipe test (if 
applicable); N/A 


(xiv) Failing the on-board diagnostic check and failing the tailpipe test (if 
applicable); N/A 


(xv) Passing the on-board diagnostic check and failing the I/M gas cap 
evaporative system test (if applicable); N/A 


(xvi) Failing the on-board diagnostic check and passing the I/M gas cap 
evaporative system test (if applicable); N/A 


(xvii) Passing both the on-board diagnostic check and I/M gas cap 
evaporative system test (if applicable); N/A 


(xviii) Failing both the on-board diagnostic check and I/M gas cap 
evaporative system test (if applicable); N/A 


(xix) MIL is commanded on and no codes are stored; 
See Attachment 10 — (2xix) MIL is Commanded On and No Codes Are 
Stored 


(xx) MIL is not commanded on and codes are stored; 
See Attachment 11 — (2xx) MIL is Not Commanded On and Codes Are 
Stored 


(xxi) MIL is commanded on and codes are stored; 
See Attachment 12 — (2xxi) MIL is Commanded On and Codes Are Stored 


(xxii) MIL is not commanded on and codes are not stored; 
See Attachment 13 — (2xxii) MIL is Not Commanded On and Codes Are 
Not Stored 


(xxiii) Readiness status indicates that the evaluation is not complete for any 
module supported by on-board diagnostic systems; 
See Attachment 14 — (2xxiii) Vehicles Failing the Readiness Status 


(3) The initial test volume by model year and test station; 
See Attachment 15 — (3) Initial Test Volume by Model Year and Test Station 


(4) The initial test failure rate by model year and test station; and 
See Attachment 15 — (4) Initial Test Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 


(5) The average increase or decrease in tailpipe emission levels for HC, CO, and 
NO, (if applicable) after repairs by model year and vehicle type for vehicles 
receiving a mass emissions test. N/A 


(b) Quality assurance report. The program shall submit to EPA by July of each year a 
report providing basic statistics on the quality assurance program for January through 
December of the previous year, including: 


(1) The number of inspection stations and analyzers: 
There were a total of 886 GVIP licensed stations with 928 analyzers operating at 
some point during 2017. This includes both public and private stations. 


(i) Operating throughout the year; and 
There were 771 GVIP licensed stations with 781 analyzers in operation for 
12 calendar months in 2017. This includes both public and private stations. In 
the data analysis, the department attempted to filter out some of the testing 
data in the VID from the Missouri State Highway Patrol, Opus/Systech, WEP 
and the department. 


(ii) Operating for only part of the year; 
In addition to the stations noted above there were 115 GVIP licensed stations 
with 147 analyzers that operated less than 12 calendar months. 


(2) The number of inspection stations and analyzers operating throughout the year: 
(i) Receiving overt performance audits in the year; 
8,701 overt audits of GVIP stations were performed in 2017. Of these, the 
department performed 1,597 (which included 807 analyzers) and the highway 
patrol performed 7,104 (which included audits of all analyzers at the station). 
This indicates that every station and every analyzer operating for any period 
of time during the year received at least one overt performance audit. 


(ii) Not receiving overt performance audits in the year; 
All stations received at least one overt performance audit during this period; 
many received multiple audits. 


(iii)Receiving covert performance audits in the year; 
216 in-station covert audits of licensed stations were performed in 2017. The 
department performed 109 of these and the highway patrol performed 107. 


In addition to the above, the department conducted data investigations 
regarding various aspects of the GVIP, such as Vehicle Identification Number 
(VIN) mismatches, OBD “fingerprint” mismatches, multiple 'readiness 
monitor fails' on the same vehicle, and 'Repair Verification’ action regarding 
problem waivers. In 2017, the department conducted 855 such audits. The 
station is unaware of this type of audit; therefore, the department considers 
them covert audits as well. 


Finally, the department conducts a ‘repair audit’ with each waiver application 
to ensure the repairs made are appropriate and well-documented. Again, as the 
station is unaware of these audits, we consider them an additional type of 
covert audit. The department conducted 199 repair audits on 137 stations in 
2017. 


Each station received at least one covert audit during the year via one of these 
methods. 


(iv) Not receiving covert performance audits in the year; and 
Through a combination of physical covert audits of the station and the above 
mentioned data audits conducted by the department and the highway patrol, 
all stations under the GVIP received at least one covert audit in 2017. In 
addition, all existing stations were audited via phone during the June 12, 2017, 
rollout of WEP. 


(v) That have been shut down as a result of overt performance audits; 
11 inspection stations had licenses suspended or revoked as a result of overt 
audits by the highway patrol. 


(3) The number of covert audits: 
The department conducted a total of 964 covert audits in 2017. As noted in previous 
reports, the highway patrol does not have a vehicle with “set to fail” capabilities. 


(i) Conducted with the vehicle set to fail per test type; 
Of the above number, 109 were physical audits. Each vehicle is set up with: 

1) A Diagnostic Trouble Code (DTC) embedded in it by a technical 
service center. This ensures that every covert vehicle will fail, at a 
minimum, the OBD test for DTC reasons; 

2) The ability for the department auditor to allow the Malfunction 
Indicator Lamp (MIL) to illuminate as it should or to be turned off; 

3) The ability to disconnect the catalytic converter, causing it to fail the 
emissions equipment section of the safety inspection. 


(ii) Conducted with the vehicle set to fail any combination of two or more test 
types; 
The department performed 109 covert audits with the vehicle set to fail any 
combination of two or more test types in 2017. 
* All 109 were set to fail both OBD MIL & OBD DTC. 
* Of those, 109 were set to fail OBD MIL, OBD DTC and Safety. 


(iii) Resulting in a false pass per test type; 
All covert audits in 2017 resulted in an overall failure for the vehicle’s 
emission inspection. However, 13 covert audits resulted in a false pass for the 
MIL Verification Test as a result of the Inspector/Mechanic passing this test 
although the MIL was mechanically set to not illuminate by the department 
auditor. 


No false passes were recorded for OBD DTC or Readiness. 


There were 3 false results for the vehicle’s safety inspection. All of these 
false results were in relation to the vehicle with a missing catalytic converter 
and resulted in a “Pass” for the missing catalytic converter. These inspections 
were verified by the highway patrol. 


(iv) Resulting in a false pass for any combination of two or more test types; 
None of the covert audits for a vehicle set to fail resulted in a false pass in 


2017. In addition, none had false passes for more than one test type. 


(v) - (viii) [Reserved] 


(4) The number of inspectors and stations: 
(i) That were suspended, fired, or otherwise prohibited from testing as a 
result of covert audits; 
4 Inspector/Mechanic licenses were suspended or revoked as a result of covert 
audits by the highway patrol. 


(ii) That were suspended, fired, or otherwise prohibited from testing for 
other causes; and 
All suspensions were the result of an audit conducted by the highway patrol. 


(iii) That received fines. 
The department did not impose fines on any stations or individual 
Inspector/Mechanics in 2017. 


(5) The number of inspectors licensed or certified to conduct testing; 
A monthly average of 4,911 Inspector/Mechanics were licensed to conduct testing 
under the GVIP in 2017. 


(6) The number of hearings: 
(i) Held to consider adverse actions against inspectors and stations; and 
The highway patrol conducted 1 hearing with an Inspector/Mechanic under 
the GVIP. 


(ii) Resulting in adverse actions against inspectors and stations; 
The Inspector/Mechanic was suspended as a result of the hearing conducted 
by the highway patrol. 


(7) The total amount collected in fines from inspectors and stations by type of 
violation; 
No fines were collected for violations in 2017. 


(8) The total number of covert vehicles available for undercover audits over the 
year; and 
There were 4 department owned vehicles and 1 highway patrol vehicle used to 
perform covert audits during this reporting period. 


(9) The number of covert auditors available for undercover audits. 
During this reporting period, the department had 5 staff members available for covert 
audits. The highway patrol had 10 staff available to perform covert audits. 


(c) Quality control report. The program shall submit to EPA by July of each year a report 
providing basic statistics on the quality control program for January through 
December of the previous year, including: 


(1) The number of emissions testing sites and lanes in use in the program; 
In 2017, there were 886 GVIP licensed stations and 928 lanes in operation. 


(2) The number of equipment audits by station and lane; 
All overt audits conducted by the department and highway patrol are also equipment 
audits. The department conducted 1,627 audits and the highway patrol conducted 
7,104 audits. 


In addition, department auditors routinely audit software. They assist in development 
of acceptance test procedures and also participate in acceptance testing on all 
software versions released during the calendar year. They provide approval or request 
additional modifications as appropriate. 


(3) The number and percentage of stations that have failed equipment audits; and 
50 stations failed inspections for equipment violations. This equates to 5.64% of 
stations that operated at some point during the year. 


(4) Number and percentage of stations and lanes shut down as a result of equipment 
audits. 
50 stations were locked down until the equipment was fixed as a result of equipment 
audits. This number is estimated by the highway patrol, as the current software is 
unable to log this information. 


(d) Enforcement report. 


(1) All varieties of enforcement programs shall, at a minimum, submit to EPA by 
July of each year a report providing basic statistics on the enforcement program 
for January through December of the previous year, including: 

(i) An estimate of the number of vehicles subject to the inspection program, 
including the results of an analysis of the registration data base; 
The Missouri Department of Revenue (DOR) imports registration data daily to 
the VID. WEP performed a query on vehicles registered in the five county 
area that weigh less than 8500 pounds. WEP’s query indicated that 863,694 
vehicles registered may have been subject to an emissions inspection. This 
number does not exclude the vehicles on the department’s exemption list, 
vehicles exempt based on mileage or initially purchased vehicles. 


(ii) The percentage of motorist compliance based upon a comparison of the 
number of valid final tests with the number of subject vehicles; 
For the reporting year, GVIP inspection stations performed 836,540 initial 
emission tests. These tests include vehicle transfers (used vehicles sold and 
required to be re-inspected) and some federal, state and local government fleet 
vehicles that are not on the registration data base. 


The 863,694 vehicles registered with DOR were subject to an emissions test. 
During rollout of the new emissions contractor, some vehicles were registered 
without receiving an emissions test. DOR is unable to provide an accurate 
number of these registrations. As 836,540 initial emissions tests were 


conducted in 2017, a testing compliance rate of 96.87% of subject vehicles 
was achieved. Of the vehicles initially tested, 99.30% received a passing 
emissions test in 2017, resulting in an overall compliance rate of 96.19%. 


(iii) The total number of compliance documents issued to inspection stations; 
Under Opus, all compliance documents were stored on the Missouri 
Decentralized Analyzer System (MDAS) unit in the inspection analyzer. 
Because of this feature, they are printed on an as required basis so the 
number issued would correlate directly to the number of inspections 
performed or passed as appropriate. WEP is working on this functionality. 


(iv) The number of missing compliance documents; 
As noted above, a complete set of compliance documents were stored on the 
MDAS unit on each analyzer and were available to be printed on an as 
needed basis under Opus. WEP is working on this functionality. 


(v) The number of time extensions and other exemptions granted to 
motorists; and 
Cost-based emissions waivers are available if a motorist has spent more than 
$450 on emissions-related repairs and labor if a Missouri Recognized Repair 
Technician performs the repairs. If the vehicle owner performs the repairs, the 
owner must spend at least $400 in qualified emissions-control parts, as 
determined by the EPA, toward the waiver amount. If vehicle owners are 
financially dependent solely on state and federal disability, benefits or other 
public assistance programs and anticipate failing the emissions test, they may 
receive a waiver if they spend at least $200 on emissions-related repairs and 
labor. The department granted 189 cost based waivers in 2017. 


Out-of-area waivers are also available. If a vehicle is registered in the 

St. Louis ozone nonattainment area, but operating outside of that area for the 
following 24 consecutive months, owners may apply to the department for an 
out-of-area waiver. Examples include vehicles used by family members away 
at college or on farm property outside of the St. Louis area. Out-of-area 
waivers, valid for the period of registration, are given to motorists of such 
vehicles. The department granted 295 out-of-area waivers in 2017. 


Reciprocity waivers are also available. If a vehicle is in a state other than 
Missouri and that state conducts pass/fail OBD testing, the motorist may 
choose to have the vehicle emissions inspected in that state and submit a 
reciprocity waiver application to the department. The department also uses 
these as “Technical Waivers.” The department granted 13 Reciprocity waivers 
in 2017. 


Mileage-Based Exemptions are also available. There are 3 categories of motor 
vehicles eligible for mileage-based exemptions: 


1) New motor vehicles, of model years of the current calendar year and 
within two (2) years of the current calendar year that have an odometer 
reading of fewer than 6,000 miles at the time of original sale by a 
motor vehicle manufacturer or licensed motor vehicle dealer to the 
first user; 

2) New motor vehicles that have not been previously titled and 
registered, for the 4-year period following their model year of 
manufacture, that have an odometer reading of fewer than 40,000 
miles showing at the first required biennial safety inspection; and 

3) Motor vehicles that are driven fewer than 12,000 miles between 
biennial safety inspections. 


The department granted 1,918 mileage-based exemptions in 2017. 


(vi) The number of compliance surveys conducted, number of vehicles 
surveyed in each, and the compliance rates found. 
No parking lot surveys or other compliance checks were conducted during the 
reporting period. 


(2) Registration denial based enforcement programs shall provide the following 
additional information: 

(i) A report of the program’s efforts and actions to prevent motorists from 
falsely registering vehicles out of the program area or falsely changing 
fuel type or weight class on the vehicle registration, and the results of 
special studies to investigate the frequency of such activity; and 
Real Time Inspection Data/Paperless Inspection Verification 
Each analyzer is to be connected to the VID using a dedicated Internet 
connection at the inspection station. At the completion of each vehicle 
inspection, the analyzer software automatically uploads the inspection data to 
the VID, where it then becomes immediately available to the DOR contract 
license offices and online registration system for inspection verification. As a 
result of this real time paperless inspection verification system, GVIP has 
simplified registration verification and increased registration integrity for 
St. Louis area DOR contract license offices. Contract license offices have the 
ability to quickly identify fraudulent vehicle inspection reports (VIRs) that 
motorists attempt to use to bypass the vehicle inspection requirements. 
Contract license offices contact the department as soon as such attempts have 
been prevented so that the department and the highway patrol can initiate an 
immediate investigation of the source of these fraudulent VIRs. 


In addition to the ability to use real time inspection data and paperless 
verification, the GVIP program utilizes the DataOne data and National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) data to define the vehicle 
for the Inspector/Mechanic, including the GVWR and fuel type. 


(ii) The number of registration file audits, number of registrations reviewed, 
and compliance rates found in such audits. 
The DOR did not conduct a file audit in 2017. A follow up compliance check 
was unable to be completed. The department is working to improve this for 
future reports. 


(3) Computer-matching based enforcement programs shall provide the following 
additional information: 
GVIP is primarily enforced with a registration denial based program rather than a 
computer-matching system. However, we do have the ability to implement some 
computer-matching based measures as well. As noted in Section (b)(2)(ili), the 
department does conduct data investigation using various reporting tools, for 
example, reports which show VIN mismatches, OBD “fingerprint” mismatches, 
vehicles with multiple ‘readiness monitor fails’ and ‘Repair Verification’ action 
regarding problem waivers. 


(i) The number and percentage of subject vehicles that were tested by the 
initial deadline, and by other milestones in the cycle; 
As stated above, DOR is not conducting registration record reviews to 
determine emission inspection compliance. 


(ii) A report on the program’s efforts to detect and enforce against motorists 
falsely changing vehicle classifications to circumvent program 
requirements, and the frequency of this type of activity; and 
The system utilizes the DataOne and NHTSA to decode the VIN and define 
the vehicle. Changes to GVWR or fuel type require station management 
approval. 


In addition, department and highway patrol staff are able to compare vehicle 
information entered in the VIR to the Inspector/Mechanic’s photographs of 
the vehicle’s VIN, rear license plate and odometer attached to the electronic 
VIR. As noted above, the department and the highway patrol also frequently 
conduct data investigation using various reports including those which show 
VIN mismatches and OBD “fingerprint” mismatches to identify and address 
attempts to circumvent program requirements. 


(iii) The number of enforcement system audits, and the error rate found 
during those audits. 
As stated above, DOR is not conducting registration record reviews to 
determine emission inspection compliance. 


(4) Sticker-based enforcement systems shall provide the following additional 
information: 
GVIP is not enforced with a sticker-based system. Although a windshield sticker is 
issued to any vehicle that passes an emissions test or receives a waiver, the stickers 
are not currently used as an enforcement tool. 
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(i) A report on the program’s efforts to prevent, detect, and enforce against 
sticker theft and counterfeiting, and the frequency of this type of 
activity; 

(ii) A report on the program’s efforts to detect and enforce against motorists 
falsely changing vehicle classifications to circumvent program 
requirements, and the frequency of this type of activity; and 

(iii) The number of parking lot sticker audits conducted, the number of 
vehicles surveyed in each, and the noncompliance rate found during 
those audits. 


(e) Additional reporting requirements. {n addition to the annual reports in paragraphs (a) 
through (d) of this section, programs shall submit to EPA by July of every other year, 
biennial reports addressing: 


(1) Any changes made in program design, funding, personnel levels, procedures, 
regulations, and legal authority, with detailed discussion and evaluation of the 
impact on the program of all such changes; and 
The department’s I/M staff was reduced by one employee in 2017. As a result, the 
Inspection Services Unit had their workloads increased by 20%. Additionally, the 
department’s vehicle fleet for overt inspections was reduced by one in 2017. 


On June 12, 2017, the contractor operations changed from Opus to WEP. The 
inspection system changed from a ‘tower’ computer/analyzer using Windows Vista 
with a SPX module to a ‘tablet’ computer using Windows 10 along with a BAR 
certified DAD. Serious rollout issues with the software/hardware occurred during the 
initial few months resulting in the inability to perform inspections, unreliable data, 
inaccurate inspection authority accounting and missing data. The rollout issues 
resulted in the department waiving the emissions inspections registration requirement 
for vehicle owners that were unable to obtain an inspection from late June through the 
end of September. While the severity and frequency of issues has subsided since the 
initial rollout, WEP’s hardware/software issues continue to cause problems for 
stations attempting to complete inspections. The hardware/software issues continue to 
give the department low confidence in the quality of data in the VID. 


(2) Any weaknesses or problems identified in the program within the two-year 
reporting period, what steps have already been taken to correct those problems, 
the results of those steps, and any future efforts planned. 


The department has identified several areas for potential improvement in the program 
within the two-year reporting period. 


As described in (e)(1), WEP’s hardware/software continues to be deficient. These 
deficiencies result in an inconvenience to the motorists, the stations, and the 
department’s ability to enforce the program. The department is continually working 
with WEP to improve the software/hardware and the quality of the data in the VID. 
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Separate bi-weekly calls are currently held to discuss service issues, 
software/hardware issues, and VID issues. 


Outside of the issues discussed in the previous paragraph, WEP has not met the 
department’s reporting needs in many respects. For example, the calculations in this 
report were generated by department created queries using raw inspection data 
provided by WEP. The department will continue to work with WEP to ensure that the 
department’s reporting needs are met going forward. 


The department and the highway patrol have had discussions on ways to improve 
enforcement of the program. One idea that the department would like to pursue in the 
coming years is to add enforcement information to the VID. By doing so, the 
department and the highway patrol would be able to see in real time the current 
enforcement status of a station, analyzer, and/or inspector. Furthermore, the agencies 
would be able to easily review their enforcement history. 


The department plans to continue to work with WEP to refine the query that is 
described in (d)(1). By removing all vehicles that should be exempt from vehicle 
inspections, the department could work with WEP to create a report that compares the 
vehicles that were registered in a given year with those that should have received an 
emissions inspection as described in (d)(2)(11). 


(f) SIP requirements. The SIP shall describe the types of data to be collected. 
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Addendum 


Definitions: 


(1) 
(2)(i) 
(2)(ii) 
(2)(iii) 
(2)(iv) 
(2)(v) 
(2)(vi) 
(2)(xi) 
(2)(xii) 


(2)(xix) 


(2)(xx) 


(2)(xxi) 


(2)(xxii) 


(2)(xxiii) 
(3) 
(4) 


Test Cycle — Any event that would trigger a requirement for a vehicle to receive a test. 
Initial Test — The first successful test occurring in a test cycle, any successful test that follows a 


passing test, or any successful test that occurs more than ninety (90) days after the previous 
test. 


Retest — A successful test that occurs within 90 days of a failing initial test. 


Successful Test — A test that did not fail because of readiness, connection, or communication 
reasons. 
The number of vehicles tested by model year and vehicle type 
o The number of initial tests performed. 
Vehicles failing initially 
o The number of failing initial tests performed. 
Vehicles failing the first retest 
o The number of first retests that had a failing result. 
Vehicles passing the first retest 
o The number of first retests that had a passing result. 
Vehicles passing the second or subsequent retest 
o The number of retests that were not the first retest that resulted in a pass. 
Initially failed vehicles receiving a waiver 
o The number of vehicles that received initial tests that later received a waiver. 
Vehicles with no known outcome 
0 (2)(xii) — (2)(v) 
Vehicles passing the on-board diagnostic test 
o Any test that had a passing result. 
Vehicles failing the on-board diagnostic test 
© (2)(i) — (2)(iii) — (2) (iv). 
MIL is commanded on and no codes are stored 
o The number of initial tests where the MIL is commanded on and no codes are 
stored. 
MIL is not commanded on and codes are stored 
o The number of initial tests where the MIL is not commanded on and codes are 
stored. 
MIL is commanded on and codes are stored 
o The number of initial tests where the MIL is commanded on and codes are 
stored. 
MIL is not commanded on and codes are not stored 
o The number of initial tests where the MIL is not commanded on and no codes 
are stored. 
Vehicles failing the readiness status 
o Any test in which the monitor result is a fail. 
Initial test volume 
o Any initial test. 
Initial test failure rate 
o The sum of the initial test failures divided by the total number of emission tests. 


Attachment 1 - Test Report Period : From Date 1/1/2017 to 12/31/2017 
Summary Page 


(1) The number of vehicles tested by model year and vehicle type 


Total Vehicles Tested 


(2) By model year and vehicle type, the number and percentage of vehicles 


(2i) Failing Initially per test type (2ii) Failing the first retest per test type 
of Total Vehicles Tested of Failing Initially 


(2iv) Initally failed vehicles passing the second 
(2iii) Passing the first retest per test type or greater retest 


of Failing Initally of Failing Initally 


2vi) Vehicles with no known final outcome 
(2v) Initially Failed Vehicles Receiving nav) 
(regardless of reason) 


of Failing Initially of Failing Initially 


(2xi) Passing the OBD Test (2xii) Failing the On-Board Diagnostic Check 
of total OBD Vehicles Tested of total OBD Vehicles Tested 


(2xix) MIL On and No DTCs stored (2xx) MIL Off and DTCs stored 
of total OBD Vehicles Tested of total OBD Vehicles Tested 


(2xxi) MIL On and DTCs stored (2xxii) MIL Off and No DTCs Stored 
of total OBD Vehicles Tested of total OBD Vehicles Tested 


(2xxiii) Not Ready for the OBD Test 
of total OBD Vehicles Tested 






























Attachment 2 - (1) The Number of Vehicles Tested by Model Year and Vehicle Type 
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| oo7_——s | Soa | tC“ te tgs | TCT 2 te | 
| oop, (ss | tz Ss | TC toe | CTS toso—_-_ | 
| oion—/s§— ss || Stag Ss i] Tt | CT twtr | 
| ora— | tgs S| tos | CT Cts | 
| ou3_—— || Sosa | CC eC $e TCLS“ tosgep@ = | ld 
| ora | z390— | CCC | CTC tg—-_—- | Cl 
| ois, | SS toor0—/_—/_s | CO eC ST | CT Stones | 
| ore | osm? | Ct | CT 2 | 
| ory | tsa S| 882 Po TCT tts | 
395 421 





Attachment 3 - (2i) Vehicles Failing Initially 


es 

Total Failed | _%6 Total Falls 
[2002 | assas_—| s77_—S«d Ss Cd SC iY SCS CCCs «| Sw Sm 
[2008 | a3sa1 «| saa id] Sam Cd Stn «YS CYS CSC «dCi 
P2009 | sesea | asoa_—-| 2% +i| sas | 98 | 2% (| 62005 | azo +f am 
[2012 | 19348 | aso-| a% +(| seas =f 6 | om '| —2ioaa—*d tos Sid Sm 
[2014 | 37239 «| 9 S«d Sm Cad Cm «d SC «dts SiS 








Attachment 4 - (2ii) Vehicles Failing the First Retest 


ES SS 7 TS 
[1997 6d dC dCs dC Sd) dC SiC 
ES 7 A A 
P2000 fas] Ss Pw YPC |S |S 
a a (a es (Rm Vem) (ae 7 ee (Reema (EN (eae (ye ee ee 
a ES YO 
[2005 [a i i ie i dS dts ito i 
[2007 [assy ead iS i Pt i 
[2009 [eri ws i dP dP ta 
ee 7c 
oe 
[3013 ag ts i a Si ddd 
7 a ZS 
a 77 CT 
re A ST 





Attachment 5 - (2iii) Vehicles Passing the First Retest 


Se 

Total Passed | _%TTotal Passed 
[2009 | _se7_-| saa —*i| sms —*i| eSid?CCTSCmCdTCCtw S«d SC SSCidY Ct 
[2010 | aso | avid Sam dP dC tT Sto dt «dCi 
or 7 7 7 
2016 | or id dm dP Cd SCC CTC Cd Cd 








Attachment 6 - (2iv) Vehicles Passing the Second or Subsequent Retest 


[1997 iP aed de SiC Sides Cd 
ES SS ES 
EC 7 CT 
a SS TT Sc 7 7 
[2005 sri dw Cd Sd) i dP Sd 
ES EC ES SC SE ST 
[2007 ssi ed om ddd a 
SS = SS = 
[2009 [a7 dome dP CdS id Sd 
Eo ES SS 
oe a 
re CE CC 
7 SS EC SC SO ETT 
[0s ae dt de dP CdCStSC~dSC“‘éCdC dC 
[9007 a a i t0% om a a Sd t0%, 
P total a7 Si) Sad] SY StoSSCidYC tC) SCdYCi‘iSSC*dYSC(‘é‘ON’COCYSOCMSSCS 





Attachment 7 - (2v) Inially Failed Vehicles Receiving a Waiver 


ES ES 7 7 
ES TS 
[1999 | uses Sd Cm dC idm dC dC Cm 
[2000 [| 40 f 9 | mm | 9 | o | om | «3 | 9 |  ™ 
[2001 aoe iP a dm ddd dC dd 
ae a a (SC) (TE (Ce ee 
a SS 
a 7 7 SS 
[2007 [2070 0d is dP CdS dP iw 
7 CY 
[2009 [aoe i i a da dS tzo id 
EC SS 
[2011 ase i dm dm dtd Sd 
oe a SS TSS 
[3013 saad dm Cd dP dC 
7 a SS TS 
ca ETC 7 SO 
oe SS 
re 7 





Attachment 8 - (2vi) Vehicles With No Known Final Outcome 


ES 7 Te 7 7 7 = 7 
P2000 [400 —~| aes iY Stow |S YC; S| | 
ES 7; 2 YC 7 
[2003 [250 sea —=«dt Stem «YS idYS «YC —«d?CSCt tw S*d?COC CdCl 
ES 7 eT Ey 
a 7 ST CS 7 
Ee Ty CC 
zor 6 | |S] CYSTS S|) 
ee Ey EC 
Pon asf a PtP PCSOs SPCC 
re 7 7 SC SS” 
7 a SS TS 
ca EC C7 7S ES 7 
oe EC” ES CO 
ee a SC 7 SC 





Attachment 9 - (2xi-xii) Vehicles Passing/Failing the On-Board Diagnostic Test 


Passenger Vehicle 
7 72a | _752 a9 | __5% 
258 104 363 | 2% 
116 61 | 3% 
1999 ail 493 | __2% 
2000 192 222 | 2% 
2001 621 702 | 2% 
2002 286 33 | _2% 
2003 650 72 1% 
2004 227 247 | 2% 
2005 623 702 | 1% 
2006 231 251 | 1% 
2007 525 sez | 1% 
2008 152 165 | 1% 
2009 30 247 | __0% 
2010 | 14876 | 14793 | 95% | #3 | 1% | 155a_| 1547 | 100% | 6 | ow | 16829 | 16340 | 99% | 09 | 1% 
2011 202 | 0% | 7764 | 7758 | 100% | 6 | 0% | 79302 | 79094 | 100% | 208 | 0% 
2012 ox 
2013 o% 
2014 0% 
ox 
[2016 [27657 | 27648 | 100% | 9 | om | 2014 | 2013 | 100% | 1 | om | 29672 | 29662 | 100% | 10 | 0% 
aez_| ee2_| 100% | 0 | ow | 1263 | 11260 | 100% | 3 | 0% 
706 





Attachment 10 - (2xix) MIL is Commanded On and No Codes Are Stored 
















































































Model Year Passenger Car Truck Total 
Test Count MIL On & No Codes | % MIL On & No Codes Test Count MIL On & No Codes | % MIL On & No Codes Test Count MIL On & No Codes | % MIL On & No Codes 
1996 2146 1 0% 784 0 0% 2930 1 0% 
1997 11288 1 0% 4301 0 0% 15592 1 0% 
1998 4224 0 0% 1244 0 0% 5468 0 0% 
1999 21463 5 0% 5555 1 0% 27025 6 0% 
2000 7506 1 0% 1567 0 0% 9089 1 0% 
2001 30002 2 0% 7326 1 0% 37328 3 0% 
2002 11146 3 0% 1689 0 0% 12835 3 0% 
2003 44456 9 0% 8148 1 0% 52607 10 0% 
2004 13511 7 0% 1914 al 0% 15425 8 0% 
2005 59431 10 0% 8580 1 0% 68011 11 0% 
2006 15874 8 0% 1718 0 0% 17592 8 0% 
2007 70674 11 0% 8198 0 0% 78872 11 0% 
2008 17386 0 0% 1694 0 0% 19080 0 0% 
2009 56864 1 0% 5228 0 0% 62095 1 0% 
2010 14876 2 0% 1553 0 0% 16429 2 0% 
2011 71538 2 0% 7764 0 0% 79302 2 0% 
2012 19348 d 0% 1695 0 0% 21043 1. 0% 
2013 95654 0 0% 8270 0 0% 103927 0 0% 
2014 37239 0 0% 3250 0 0% 40490 0 0% 
2015 100760 2 0% 9695 0 0% 110465 2 0% 
2016 27657 0 0% 2014 0 0% 29672 0 0% 
2017 10381 0 0% 882 0 0% 11263 0 0% 
Total 743424 66 0% 93069 5 0% 836540 71 0% 


























Attachment 11 - (2xx) MIL Is Not Commanded On and Codes Are Stored 






























































Model Year Passenger Car Truck Total 
Test Count MIL Off & Stored Codes} % MIL Off & Stores Codes Test Count MIL Off & Stored Codes | % MIL Off & Stores Codes Test Count MIL Off & Stored Codes | % MIL Off & Stores Codes 
1996 2146 213 0% 784 104 13% 2930 317 1% 
1997 11288 1230 1% 4301 423 10% 15592 1653 1% 
1998 4224 514 2% 244 149 12% 5468 663 2% 
1999 21463 2307 1% 5555 521 9% 27025 2830 0% 
2000 7506 770 0% 567 143 9% 9089 921 0% 
2001 30002 3144 0% 7326 565 8% 37328 3709 0% 
2002 1146 1171 1% 689 123 7% 12835 1294 0% 
2003 44456 4252 0% 8148 627 8% 52607 4879 9% 
2004 3511 1379 0% 914 147 8% 15425 1526 0% 
2005 59431 5450 9% 8580 598 7% 68011 6048 9% 
2006 5874 1421 9% 718 141 8% 17592 1562 9% 
2007 70674 5238 7% 8198 453 6% 78872 5691 7% 
2008 7386 1221 7% 694 121 7% 19080 1342 7% 
2009 56864 2654 5% 5228 316 6% 62095 2970 5% 
2010 4876 733 5% 553 75 5% 16429 808 5% 
2011 71538 2548 4% 7764 231 3% 79302 2779 4% 
2012 9348 777 4% 695 37 2% 21043 814 4% 
2013 95654 2489 3% 8270 198 2% 103927 2687 3% 
2014 37239 851 2% 3250 73 2% 40490 924 2% 
2015 100760 1018 1% 9695 86 1% 110465 1104 1% 
2016 27657 340 1% 2014 30 1% 29672 370 1% 
2017 10381 156 2% 882 8 1% 11263 164 1% 
Total 743424 39876 5% 93069 5169 6% 836540 45055 5% 














Attachment 12 - (2xxi) MIL is Commanded On and Codes Are Stored 





Passenger Car Truck Total 
Test Count MIL On & Stored Codes | % MIL On & Stored Codes Test Count MIL On & Stored Codes] % MIL On & Stored Codes Test Count MIL On & Stored Codes }% MIL On & Stored Codes 
1996 2146 160 7% 784 55 7% 2930 215 7% 
1997 11288 731 6% 4301 330 8% 15592 1063 7% 
1998 4224 241 6% 1244 99 8% 5468 340 6% 
1999 21463 1122 5% 5555 227 4% 27025 1349 5% 
2000 7506 385 5% 1567 88 6% 9089 473 5% 
2001 30002 1866 6% 7326 346 5% 37328 2212 6% 
2002 11146 562 5% 1689 64 4% 12835 626 5% 
2003 44456 2209 5% 8148 386 5% 52607 2595 5% 
2004 13511 523 4% 1914 52 3% 15425 575 4% 
2005 59431 2314 4% 8580 277 3% 68011 2591 4% 
2006 15874 540 3% 1718 59 3% 17592 599 3% 
2007 70674 2035 3% 8198 256 3% 78872 2291 3% 
2008 17386 389 2% 1694 40 2% 19080 429 2% 
2009 56864 1095 2% 5228 96 2% 62095 1191 2% 
2010 14876 231 2% 1553 12 1% 16429 243 1% 
2011 71538 933 1% 7764 63 1% 79302 996 1% 
2012 19348 157 1% 1695 6 0% 21043 163 1% 
2013 95654 514 1% 8270 31 0% 103927 545 1% 
2014 37239 94 0% 3250 6 0% 40490 100 0% 
2015 100760 288 0% 9695 20 0% 110465 308 0% 
2016 27657 63 0% 2014 11 1% 29672 74 0% 
2017 10381 20 0% 882 4 0% 11263 24 0% 
Total 743424 2% 93069 3% 836540 2% 


Model Year 






















































































Attachment 13 - (2xxii) MIL is Not Commanded On and Codes Are Not Stored 

















Total 
TestCount [MIL Of & No Codes] %6 MIL OM & No Codes | Test Count | WIL OF & No Codes | 96 MIL OF & No Codes | Test Count | MIL OF & No Codes | MILO & No Codes 
|—t996_| __zise_f__arza_|__sayx_f_7eg__{_625_{__so_| _2930_| _2397_| 82% 
83% 
1999 21463 18029 84% 5555 4806 87% 27025 22840 35% 
85% 
84% 
9410 84% 1689 1502 12835 10912 85% 
2003 44456 37985 85% 3148 7134 88% 52607 45122 36% 
86% 
87% 
13902 88% 1718 1518 17592 15420 88% 
2007 70674 63389 90% 3198 7489 91% 78872 70878 90% 
91% 
93% 
13910 94% 1553 1466 16429 15376 94% 
2011 71538 68052 95% 7764 7470 96% 79302 75522 95% 
95% 
97% 
36294 97% 3250 3171 40490 39466 97% 
2015 100760 99452 99% 9695 9589 99% 110465 109051 99% 
99% 
98% 
32% 














Attachment 14 - (2xxiii) Vehicles Failing the Readiness Status 
(Total Test Count Includes Readiness) 


ee 
[2012 | 20464 | ase 5% «Stas «dP SSCS «dtd? CdS 
P2007 «| ~Stomae| Ste dT Sm CYS CdS SSCS Citas ~—«d]=SasSC=dC(‘é§HSCOC*d’ 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


2000 1/0% 
2001 6 /0% 
2002 5 /0% 
2008 7 [0% 
2004 1/0% 
2005 9 /11% 
2006 0/ 0% 
2007 6 /0% 
2008 3 /0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


25 [0% 2] 0% 
87 [3% 31/ 6% 
33 / 6% 6 /50% 
90 / 4% 26 / 8% 
35 / 6% 10 /10% 
101 9% 34 9% 
25 [4% 5 / 60% 
90 /4% 32 /13% 
31 /0% 0/0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


15 / 0% 370% 
60 /0% 5 /0% 
15 [7% 3 /0% 
62 /0% 21 [10% 
18 /0% 15 / 13% 
73 [0% 31 /16% 
71.0% 171 0% 
47 10% 30/ 10% 
8 /0% 19 / 16% 
% | 3/0% | 16/0% 
%| 0/0% | 4/0% 
% % 
% 
é [2357 7% [1390 /2%| 230/ 4% [1290 / 3%] 90% | 157/ 3% [1064 / 5%] 519 /7%| 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


12 / 0% 
28 / 7% 49 / 8% 
71 14% 14 / 7% 
40 / 10% 71 / 3% 
6 /.0% 15 / 0% 
51/4% | 177/6%| 87/0% | 24/0% | 44/5% | 210/8% | 174/6%} 52/2% | 113/5%| 89/3% | 140/1%| 57/7% | 68/4% 

| 177 / 6% | 87/0% | 24/0% | 44/5% | 210/8% | 174/6%| 52/2% | 113/5%| 89/3% | 140/1% | 57/7% | 
9 /.0% 11 / 9% 
39 / 5% 76 / 5% 
8 / 0% 13 / 8% 
343 / 7% 11377 / 4%) 1692 / 1%] 235 / 2% | 863 / 6% | 1923 /4%|1461 / 4%]1547 / 3%! 934/5% | 669 / 2% | 1528 / 1%] 1314 /1%| 594 / 4% 
| 343 / 7% [1377 / 4%] 1692 / 1% 235 / 2% | 863 / 6% ]1923 / 4%] 1461 / 4%] 1547 / 3%] 934 / 5% | 669 / 2% [1528 / 1%]1314 / 1%] 594 / 4% | 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


3 /0% 
13 /15% 18 0% 
5 /0% 6 / 0% 
160% 26 / 12% 
4 / 0% 130% 
25 10% 46 / 0% 
6 / 0% 410% 
17 1 6% 61/0% 
3 / 0% 21 / 0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


710% 2 / 0% 
33 /15% 5 /0% 
6/7 0/0% 
13 /1% 6 /0% 
12 / 0% 0/0% 
62 / 6% 3/0% 
10 / 10% 2 / 0% 
73 13% 9 /0% 
710% 0/0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


3 /0% 17 / 0% 
20 0% 73 [3% 
41 0% 20 / 5% 
24 1 0% 100 / 3% 
13 / 8% | 26 / 8% | | 28 /.4% | | 25 / 12% | | 10 /0% | | 23/0% | | 16 / 0% | | 12 /0% | | 15 /7% | | 3/0% | | 11/0% | | 5 /0% | 19 / 0% 
ae Eres pena raaeaee| | 73/0% | / a | 82 / 6% | / a | 55 /5% | / ai aaa aoe Lei | 53 /0% | / me | 31 /3% | / a RET 
16 [0% 16 / 6% 
63 /0% 131 /1% 
22 / 0% 15 0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


40 / 5% 
27 [11% 115 / 9% 
9,/0% 67 [4% 
30/ 3% 157 / 6% 
5 /0% 61 /5% 
33 /0% 163 / 2% 
6 / 0% 46 /2% 
323% 195 /2% 
6 / 0% 49 /2% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


9 / 0% 
39 / 0% 33 /0% 
aie 9 / 0% 
51/2% 40 / 3% 
12 /8% 8 /13% 
45 /2% 40/ 5% 
8 / 0% 9/ 0% 
59 / 0% 32/ 0% 
9/ 0% 30% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


050183 050190 050191 050199 050202 050205 050207 050209 050213 050216 050224 050225 050226 
[os0183 | 050290 | 050191 | 050199 | 050202 | 050205 | 050207 | 050209 | 050213 | 05026 | 050224 | 050225 | 050226 | 
7/14% 6/17% 5/0% 18 /17% 4/0% 1/0% 3/0% 8/25% 7/14% 0/0% 11/9% | 1/100% 1/0% 
71% | 6/17% | 5/0% |18/17%| 4/0% | 1/0% | 3/0% | 8/25% | 7/14% | 0/0% | 11/9% |1/100%| 1/0% | 

5 10% 
46 /7% 15 7% 
17 [6% 30% 
70/ 7% 31 /3% 
12 /8% 7.0% 
58 / 2% 43 / 0% 
ae 3 / 0% 
48 /4% 23 19% 
9/0% | 37/5% | | 12 /0% | | 38 /3% | | 17/0% | | 3 /0% | | 10 / 10% | | 24 / 0% | | 7/0% | | 141 / 1% | | 31/0% | | 15 /7% | 5/0% 

| 4/0% | | 57 / 2% | | 7/0% | | 37/0% | | 16 /0% | | 23/0% | | 9 /11% | | 16 /0% | | 10 / 0% | | 184 / 0% | | 12 /0% | | 9 /0% | | 3/0% | 
6/0% 133/0%}] 12/0% 92 /0% 22 / 0% 70 /0% 11 / 0% 11 / 0% 5/0% 59 /0% 3/0% 5/0% 0/0% 

6/0% | 133/0%| 12/0% | 92/0% | 22/0% | 70/0% | 11/0% | 11/0% | 5/o% | sa/o% | 3/o% | 5/o% | 0/0% | 

% 

6 [ofan 

2% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


18 /0% 
30 0% 54 / 4% 
17 / 20% 16 / 13% 
49 / 6% 81 /5% 
19 /0% 31 /3% 
74 [3% 89 /0% 
17 / 18% 22 / 14% 
76 [4% 89 4% 
25 / Mh 23 / 0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


910% 
66 /3% 70] 7% 
35 /12% 15 [7% 
120/ 1% 101 / 7% 
59 / 10% 18 / 11% 
169,/ 8% 135 / 4% 
36 / 6% 12 /8% 
230 / 5% 161 / 4% 
33 /0% 205% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


11/ 9% 
12 /8% 37 /11% 
2 0% 9/11% 
195% 40/ 8% 
1/ 0% 6 /17% 
171 0% 60/ 0% 
6 /0% 9 /11% 
18 0% 13 / 9% 
3 / 0% 70% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


24 / 4% 55/4% 81/5% 14/7% | 31/16%| 48/4% | 41/12% |] 32/9% 27/4% | 30/10% | 9/11% 36/8% 11 / 0% 
[247% | 55/4% | 21/5% | 14/7% | 31/26%| 48 / 4% | a1 /12%| 32 /9% | 27/4% | 30/10%| 9/11% | 36/8% | 11/0% | 
6/17% 
24 [4% 22 / 5% 
6 / 0% 70% 
18 /2% 41] 2% 
12 /8% 5 /20% 
56 /0% 18 / 2% 
13 /0% 8 /0% 
46 /2% 65 /3% 
6 / 0% 510% 
1/0% 4/0% 8/0% 44 /0% 1/0% 1/0% 1/0% 8/0% 1/0% 184/0% | 25/0% 3/0% 0/0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


10 /10% 
26 /0% 45 [4% 
710% 16 / 6% 
35 /0% 71 [&% 
18 / 0% 20 [0% 
47 [0% 82 /4% 
24 / 0% 17 / 6% 
76 / 0% 83 / 6% 
24 / 0% 22 / 9% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


13 /8% 
65 /5% 27 111% 
19 /5% 24 [4% 
115 /2% 53 /2% 
20 /0% 41 / 0% 
143 13% 59 / 3% 
23 [0% 27 [ 0% 
130 / 2% 76 [&% 
33 /0% 30 /3% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


5 /0% 1 /100% 
6 / 0% 4 125% 
5 /0% 2 0% 
6 /0% 3 /0% 
2 / 0% 2 / 0% 
9//0% 8 /0% 
1 / 0% 3 /0% 
9 /0% 12 / 0% 
1 / 0% 1/ 0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


28 / 14% 4/0% 42/10% | 75/8% 4/0% 28 / 0% 56/0% 55/4% 44 /9% 24 / 8% 3/0% 64/8% | 73 /11% 
fas /aa%| a/o% [42/s0%| 75/a% | 4/o% | 28/0% | s6/ox | s5/4% | 44/9% | 24/8% | 3/0% | 64/8% | 73/11%| 
6 /0% 19 / 5% 
13 / 5% 96 /10% 
10 /0% 29 17% 
45 [4% 95 / 5% 
19 / 11% 40 / 10% 
62 / 2% 118 / 6% 
13 /8% 46 [4% 
67 /3% 101 /1% 
12/0% | 9/22% 23/9% | 34/0% 4/0% 15/0% | 37/3% 20 / 0% 16 / 0% 12 /0% 5/0% 33/0% | 34/6% 
9 /22% | 23/9% | 34/0% | 4/0% | 15/0% | 37/3% | 20/0% | 16/0% | 12/0% | 5/0% | 33/0% | 
30/0% 54/6% | 113/1%] 108/6% | 46/0% 59/0% | 197/3%] 76/1% 92/1% | 106/1%] 9/11% | 113/4% | 67/6% 
30 /0% | 54 /6% | 113/1% | 108 /6%| 460% | 59/0% |197/3%| 76/1% | 92/4% [106 /1%| 9/11% | 113/ 4%] 67 / 6% | 
5/0% 18 / 0% 19 / 0% 20 / 5% 53 /0% 15 /0% 23 / 0% 17 / 0% 18 / 0% 27 / 0% 1/0% 20 / 0% 12 /0% 
5/0% | 18/0% | 19/0% | 20/5% | s3/0% | 15/0% | 23/0% | 17/0% | 18/0% | 27/0% | 1/0% | 20/0% | 12/0% | 
33 /0% 44/0% | 142/0% | 123/1% | 238/0%} 98/0% | 280/0% | 92/0% | 135/1% | 196/1% | 12/0% | 103/2%| 75/1% 
[a3 70% | 44 /o% | 142/ 0% | 123 /1%| 238/ 0% | 98 /0% | 280/0%| 92 /0% |135/1%| 196/1% | 12/0% | 103/ 2% | 75/1% | 
5/0% 37 /0% 22 / 0% 12 /0% | 125/1% 4/0% 29 / 0% 21 /0% 21/5% 28 / 0% 1/0% 5/0% 14 / 0% 
5/0% | 37/0% | 22/0% | 12/0% | 125/1%| 4/0% | 29/0% | 21/0% | 21/5% | 28/0% | 1/0% | 5/o% | 14/0% | 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


71.0% 11/ 9% 
38 / 8% 63 /14% 
9 / 0% 15 / 0% 
60/5% 63 /10% 
15 0% 23 0% 
88 /3% 84 / 5% 
19 / 5% 27 17% 
101 /1% 93 /2% 
26 /0% 31 /3% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


9 / 22% 12 / 0% 
96 / 6% 57 / 5% 
18 / 6% 16 / 6% 
114 / 8% 91 /2% 
25 [0% 11/ 0% 
212 / 6% 90 /2% 
77 | 15% 17 / 6% 
245 / 6% 98 / 3% 
42 /7% 14 / 0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


6 / 0% 13 / 8% 
51 /12% 52 / 12% 
171 0% 17 1 6% 
62 /13% 87 / 6% 
17 [12% 14 / 0% 
91 /9% 105 / 3% 
21 / 0% 17 / 12% 
131/5% 129.7 3% 
33 / 6% 147% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


5 /0% 6 / 0% 
27 [49h 26 / 0% 
25 [0% 8 /13% 
42 / 5% 76] 0% 
16 /0% 70% 
47 [&% 72] 0% 
25 [0% 11 / 0% 
51 /0% 120 / 0% 
21 / 0% 20 /0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


10/ 0% 3 /0% 
45 [22% 16 / 6% 
14 / 10% 4 1 0% 
76 [13% 17 16% 
16 / 6% 1/ 0% 
97 / 9% 21 1 5% 
29 / 0% 30% 
111 / 3% 195% 
54 / 17% 410% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


9/11% 
36 /3% 45 / 4% 
5 / 0% 710% 
29 3% 54] 7% 
5 / 0 11 /0% 
31/ 0% 76 [1% 
7.0% 15 /13% 
412% 73 [4% 
3 /0% 17 [6% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


33 / 6% 
118 / 4% 
23 [12% 41 /0% 
112 /11% 143 /3% 
68 / 6% 20 / 0% 19 /5% 15/7% 7/0% 19 /5% 27 / 4% 0/0% 5/0% 9/0% 6/0% 1/0% 47 / 6% 
20 /0% | 19/s% | 15/7% | 7/0% | 19/5% | 27/4% | ofo% | 5/o% | 9/0% | 6/0% | 1/0% | 
107 19% 205 [Th 
57 / 2% 62 /5% 
107 15% 185 [2% 
61/7% 47 12% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


8 /13% 
0/0% 46 /13% 
1 /0% 13 /8% 
1 / 0% 79 / 9% 
0/0% 19 / 0% 
3/0% 155 /2% 
0/0% 25 [4% 
3 /0% 195 /3% 
0/ 0% 30/ 0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


4/0% 7 [0% 
710% 15 / 0% 
5 /0% 70% 
5 /0% 14 / 0% 
1 / 0% 12 / 0% 
160% 32 /0% 
5 / 0% 14 / 0% 
15 0% 93 / 0% 
50% 21 / 0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


16 /19% 
13/ 0% 52 /10% 
5 1a% 26 / 0% 
32 / 10% 70 / 9% 
6 /0% 26 / 4% 
21 1 0% 90 /3% 
100% 30/ 3% 
12 / 0% 85 [4% 
6 / 0% 34 /3% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


9 / 22% 
40 /10% 106 / 6% 
ETC” 31/ 6% 
52/ 4% 157 /3% 
10 /0% 16 / 13% 
73 [3% 181 3% 
19 /0% 27% 
71 [1% 196 /5% 
22 / 5% 19 /0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


130% 
74 [&% 
31 /3% 36 /3% 
112 /10% 115 [2% 
17 [0% 37 13% 
118 / 7% 180 / 2% 
18 /6% 42 /0% 
98 / 5% 245 / 1% 
16 / 6% 59 /5% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


26 /0% 41/ 5% 
410% 9 /11% 
19 /11% 60/ 8% 
TS 10 / 0% 
37 13% 67 [4% 
3/ 0% 9 / 22% 
287% 79 / 8% 
3 / 0% 16 / 0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


3 / 0% 30% 

47 12% 24 [4% 
5 /20% 6/0% 0/0% 10 / 0% 9/11% 15/7% |} 15/13%] 8/13% 3/0% 10/10%} 16/6% 6/0% 9/0% 

-6/0% | 0/o% | 10/0% | 9/11% | 15/7% | 15/13%]| @/13% | 3/0% |10/10%| 16/6% | 6/0% | 

59 / 10% 47 12% 
10 /10% 13 /0% 
63 / 6% 88 /1% 
18 / 0% 21 / 0% 
87 /3% 129 / 1% 
13 / 0% 42 /0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


410% 
36/ 6% 33 /9% 
5 / 20% 9/ 0% 
42] 2% 23 /13% 

8 /0% 6/17% 
51 / 4% 61 /10% 
ree 17 / 6% 
63 / 6% 41 / 0% 
7/14% 20 / 0% 9/0% 14 / 0% 30/3% 6/0% 14 / 0% 38 /5% 16 / 6% 5/0% 7/0% 2/0% 4/0% 
20 /0% | 9/0% | 14/0% | 30/a% | 6/0% | 14/0% | 38/5% | 16/6% | s/o | 7/0% | 2/0% | 
67/1% 62 /2% 36 /0% 31/0% | 141/3%] 12/0% 16/0% | 136/2%| 48/2% | 39/13%] 10/0% 14 / 0% 22 /9% 
67 /1% | 62 /2% | 36/0% | 31/0% | 141/3%| 12/0% | 16/0% | 136/2%| 48/2% | 39/13%| 10/0% | 14/0% | 22/9% | 
5/0% 12 /0% 16 / 0% 12 /0% 15 /0% 2/0% 17 / 0% 30/3% 13 /0% 4/25% 5/0% 3/0% 6/0% 

570% | 12/0% | 16/0% | 12/0% | 15/0% | 2/0% | 17/0% | 20/3% | 13/0% | 4/25% | s/o% | 3/0% | 6/0% | 
53/2% 71/1% 66 / 0% 26 /0% | 172/2% 5/0% 25/0% | 175/2%| 52/2% 37/5% 3/0% 12 /0% 18 / 0% 

[53 /2% | 71/1% | 06/0% | 26/0% |172/2%| 5/0% | 25/0% | 175/2%| 52/2% | 37/5% | 3/0% | 12/0% | 18/0% | 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


18 / 0% 8 / 13% 
AT / 2% 12 / 8% 
25 / 4% 9 / 11% 
53 / 6% 15 / 33% 
27 | 4% 17 / 18% 
52./ 4% 20 / 5% 
21 / 0% 13 / 0% 
73 / 7% 21 / 0% 
21 / 0% 7 /.0% 
1116 / 3%} 1659 / 2%| 1301 / 0%| 447 / 3% |1443 /5%] 115 / 3% | 869/5% | 902 / 3% | 1242 / 2%| 2803 /1%| 413 / 1% |2570 / 6%} 200 / 7% 
[1116 / 3%] 1659 / 2%] 1301 / 0%] 447 / 3% [1443 / 5%] 115 / 3% | 869 / 5% | 902 / 3% [1242 / 2%] 2803 / 1%] 413 / 1% ]2570 / 6%] 200 / 7% | 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


41.0% 5 / 0% 
43 / 9% 30 / 3% 
12 / 0% 11 / 0% 
59 / 15% 59 / 0% 
17 / 6% 17 / 6% 
76 / 8% 93 / 1% 
16 / 13% 15 / 0% 
83 / 5% 148 / 3% 
18 / 0% 20 / 0% 
70 / 6% 1/0% | 100/0%]} 47/0% | 89/17%| 26/4% | 48/0% | 57/4% | 186/2%]| 37/0% | 52/10%}| 2/0% | 120/2% 

| 70/6% | 1/0% | 100/0%| 47/0% | 89/17%| 26/4% | 48/0% | 57/4% | 186/2%| 37/0% | 52/10%| 2/0% | 120/ 2% | 

8 / 0% 2/0% 11 /0% 9/0% 13 /0% 6/0% 7 [0% 15/0% | 39/0% 4/0% 19 / 0% 5/0% 32 / 0% 
731/5%|] 19/0% 11045 /1%] 726 / 2% [1032 / 13% 252 / 3% | 936/1% | 704/ 2% |1732 / 3%| 378 / 3% | 577/8% | 42/1% |1301 / 6% 

| 731/ 5%] 19 /0% [1045 / 1%] 726 / 2% f032 / 13% 252 / 3% | 936 / 1% | 704 / 2% [1732 / 3%] 378 / 3% | 577 / 8%] 42/1% ]1301/ 6%) 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


5 10% 
29 17% 30/ 7% 
9 / 0% 2 0% 
35 /3% 35 /3% 
10 /0% 6/17% 
57 / 2% 30/ 0% 
18 / 0% 7 129% 
48 /2% 31/ 6% 
10/0% 3 /0% 

44] 0% 

2 0% 

5 

Yel 2227 0% | $45 / 2% | 382 / 4% | 343/196 [1047 / 0%] 273 / 3% | 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


35 /0% 39 /10% 
21 / 0% 16 /31% 
67 [4% 67 / 4% 
14/0% 11/ 0% 
71 [1% 99 / 8% 
16 [0% 10 / 20% 
74 [0% 101/ 5% 
9/ 0% 18/ 11% 
6/0% 12 /0% 11/0% | 223/0%| 14/0% 24 / 0% 16 / 0% 6/0% 278 / 0% 3/0% 22 / 0% 26 / 4% 10 / 0% 
6/0% | 12/0% | 11/0% | 223/0%| 14/0% | 24/0% | 16/0% | 6/0% |278/0%| 3/0% | 22/0% | 26/4% | 10/0% | 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


3 / 0% 
5a J 25% 5 /0% 
6 /0% 1/ 0% 
45 /9% 5 /0% 
3 / 13% 1/0% 
59 710% 6 /0% 
710% 3 /0% 
50 /12% 10 0% 
3 / 33% 1/ 0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


1 / 0% 50% 
6 / 0% 31 / 0% 
3 /0% 9/ 0% 
11/ 0% 50/ 0% 
3 /0% 13 / 0% 
11 / 0% 89 /1% 
1/ 0% 14 / 0% 
18 0% 90 /2% 
0/ 0% 12 / 0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 


*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


3 /0% 17 / 24% 
46 2% 29 / 14% 
5 /0% 15 / 0% 
741 0% 37 /&% 
17 [0% 19 /5% 
118 / 1% 59 / 3% 
24 [% 14 / 0% 
186 /1% 58 /10% 
45 /2% 11 / 0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


12/ 0% 1/ 0% 
8 / 0% 0/0% 
30 [10% 2 / 50% 
6 /0% 2] 0% 
33 /0% 2 / 0% 
a 2 [0% 
186% 0/0% 
71.0% 3 /0% 
12/0% | 416/1% | 12/0% | 286/0%]} 43/0% | 127/2% | 183/1%} 55/0% | 115/2% | 167/0% | 64/0% | 127/1% 2/0% 
12 70% | 416 /1%| 12/0% | 286 /0%| 43 /0% | 127/2%| 183 /1% | 55 /0% | 115 /2%| 167 /0%| 64/0% |127/1%| 2/0% | 
4/0% 64 / 0% 3/0% 294 / 0% 2/0% 72 /3% 16 / 0% 12 /0% 20/0% | 116/1% | 10/0% 19 / 0% 0/0% 
4/0% | 64/0% | 3/0% | 294/0%| 2/0% | 72/2% | 16/0% | 12/0% | 20/0% | 116/1%| 10/0% | 19/0% | 0/0% | 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


510% 
66 /5% 
16 / 0% 
44 / 9% 64 / 5% 
18 /0% 11 / 9% 
67 /3% 123 / 6% 
30 20% 16 / 6% 
65 /3% 132/2% 
12 / 0% 27 17% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


9 / 0% 410% 

40 /3% 26 / 15% 
22 / 0% 4 /0% 

80/1% | 28 / 11% | /11% | 119 / 3% | | 39 / 18% | / 18% | 23/.4% | | 66 / 2% | / 2% | 49 / 6% | / 6% | 39 / 10% | / 10% | 19 / 16% | / 16% | 32 /9% | /9% | 62 /0% | / 0% | 73/3% | / 3% 59 /2% 
18 /0% 15 /13% 
107 / 0% 73 [4% 
37 / 0% 14 / 7% 
152/ 1% 93 /2% 
66 /0% 16 / 6% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


6 /.0% 3 / 0% 
11 / 0% 24 / 8% 
6 /.0% 6 / 0% 
6 / 0% 27 | 7% 
3 / 0% 10 / 40% 
12 / 0% 53 / 8% 
6 / 0% 8 / 13% 
26 / 0% 74 / 1% 
6 /.0% 11 / 0% 
229 /1% | 172 / 6% |1396 / 1%} 1375 / 4%! 1635 / 3%| 822 / 4% | 404 / 0% | 994 / 3% |1440 / 4%) 555 / 7% | 1395 / 6%] 1573 /1%| 666 / 4% 
| 229 / 1% | 172 / 6% [1396 / 1%] 1375 / 4%] 1635 / 3%] 822 / 4% | 404 / 0% | 994 / 3% [1440 / 4%] 555 / 7% [1395 / 6%4]1573 / 1%] 666 / 4% | 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


| 3 /0% | | 11/0% | | 15/7% | | 13 / 15% | | 4/0% | | 95 /0% | | 15/7% | | 2/50% | | 5 /0% | | 0 /0% | | 22 /0% | | 0 /0% | | 10 / 10% | 
37 8% 741 3% 
8 / 0% 18 / 0% 
53 / 4% 119 / 8% 
10 /0% 29 / 3% 
67 /3% 186 / 3% 
16 / 6% 27 / 11% 
82 /2% 237 | 4% 
3 /13% 28 / 4% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


5 /0% 7 [10% 
15 7% 14] 2% 
8 / 0% 11/ 0% 
41 / 5% 87 / 0% 
20 / 0% 17 / 0% 
58 /2% 92 / 0% 
19 0% 16 / 6% 
128 / 1% 86 /1% 
59 /0% 410% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


10 /0% 2 / 50% 
27 [4% 24] 0% 
12/ 0% 6 / 0% 
64 / 5% 45 12% 
22 / 5% 12 / 0% 
93 /1% 53 /0% 
15 0% 9/ 0% 
99 / 2% 113 / 0% 
28 / 0% 27 10% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


6 / 0% 410% 
19 /16% 43 12% 
5 /0% 11 /18% 
18 /11% 74 19% 
4 /0% 15 /27% 
36 /3% 63 /3% 
5 /0% 12 / 0% 
27 1 0% 57 / 5% 
6/0% | 13/0% | | 16 / 6% | | 6 /0% | | 75 /0% | | 4/0% | | 32 /0% | | 12 /0% | | 42 /0% | | 4/0% | | 18 / 11% | | 24 /0% | 10 / 20% 
11/ 0% 
14/ 0% 
% 
5 
%l 570, 2% [4814 [3% 312 / 7% | 842 / 6% [1100 / 0% 576 / 7% | 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


2 / 0% 
710% 52 / 0% 
2 [0% 22 / 0% 
8 /0% 71 [0% 
0,/0% 22 / 0% 
160% 76 [0% 
3 / 0% 21 / 0% 
17 1 0% 68 /0% 
5 /0% 25 / 0% 
% 
é [658 / 8% | 752/ 2% | 693/ 8% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


5 /20% 
46 /7% | a8 / 13% | / 13% | 26 / 12% | 12% | 33/0% | / 0% | 73 / 3% | / 3% | 19 / 16% | / 16% | 35 / 6% | / 6% | 39 / 10% | / 10% | 31/0% | / 0% | 24 / 0% | / 0% | 14 /0% | / 0% | 32 /0% | / 0% 35 /6% 
30 /10% 8 / 13% 
65 /5% 57/ 7% 
17 / 6% 12/ 0% 
71/7% 92 / 9% 
16 /19% 19 [0% 
73 [10% 124 / 4% 

ave 24 [4% 
10 / 0% 4/0% 7/0% 6/0% 12 /0% 2/0% 11 / 0% 4/0% 4/0% 4/0% 2/0% 0/0% 17 / 6% 

10 /0% | 40% | 7/0% | 6/0% | 12/0% | 2/0% | 11/o% | a/o% | a/o% | 4/o% | 2/0% | o/o% | 17/6% | 

% 

% 

% 

z 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


10 /0% 7] 0% 
31 /0% 27 1 4% 
6 / 0% 3 /0% 
13 / 0% 30/ 3% 
9 / 0% 20 / 0% 
62 / 0% 38 / 8% 
16 / 6% 34 / 0% 
65 /0% 82 /0% 
8 / 0% 70 / 0% 
| 5 /0% | | 7/0% | | 4/0% | | 10 / 0% | | 12 /0% | | 16 /0% | % % | 91 /0% | | 1/0% | | 1/0% | | 110 / 0% | | 417 / 0% | 
% 
5 
é [9347 6% | 630/ 2% | 248/ 6% | 457/ 5% | 447 / 3% | 758 0%| 198/ 0% | 240/ 3% [1315 / 0% [2162 / 2% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


5 / 40% 
57 14% 27 111% 
11 / 18% 5 /0% 
731 5% 30/ 0% 
6 / 0% 11/ 0% 
110/ 3% 56 /2% 
19 /0% 147% 
125 / 4% 90 /3% 
18 / 11% 15 [7% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


410% 
25 / 4% 28 / 4% 
41 0% 6 / 0% 
27 17% 50/ 2% 
130% 10 /0% 
37 [3% 133 /1% 
5 / 0% 14 / 0% 
13 / 0% 145 / 1% 
130% 27 10% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


98 / 3% | 79 / 6% | / 6% | 61 / 13% | / 13% | 52 / 10% | / 10% | a7 / 4% | /4% | 25 /0% | / 0% | 30 /3% | / 3% | 20 / 15% | 15% | 16 / 13% | 13% | 3/0% | /0% | 45 /7% | /7% | 24 /8% | / 8% 91/5% 
17 / 6% 33 /0% 
165 / 4% 80 / 6% 
22 /5% | 24 /.4% | | 20 / 10% | 10% | 21 /5% | /5% | 21 / 10% | / 10% | 13/0% | / 0% | 3/0% | | 14 / 29% | | 10 / 20% | | 1/0% | | 18 /0% | / 0% | 11 /9% | /9% 40 / 0% 
176] 7% 98 /1% 
27 1 0% 58 /0% 
228 / 4% 86 / 5% 
22 /5% | 20 /0% | | 19 /5% | | 20 /0% | | 22 /9% | | 29 /0% | | 11/9% | | 29 /7% | | 4/0% | | 1/0% | | 25 /4% | | 12 /0% | 36 /0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


9 / 0% 
1 / 0% 22 0% 
2 / 0% 6 / 0% 
5 /0% 31 / 6% 
2 / 0% 7.0% 
2 /0% 39 / 0% 
1 / 0% 5 /0% 
3 /0% 35 / 0% 
1 / 0% 6 / 0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


71.0% 
71 6% 70 [0% 
10 /0% 40 /0% 
62 /3% 109 / 2% 
13 / 0% 47 [0% 
65 /5% 127 12% 
3 / 13% 53 /0% 
51/ 0% 100 / 2% 
11/ 0% 31/0% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


21 0% 
26 / 8% 55 /15% 
5 / 13% 18 / 11% 
22/ 5% 59 /14% 
6 / 0% 10 / 20% 
37 13% 68 /7% 
410% 21 119% 
41 / 5% 80 /9% 
71.0% 22 / 9% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


310% 
33 /0% 44] 7% 
71.0% 5 / 0% 
29 0% 57 14% 
1/ 0% 90% 
33 /0% 68 /1% 
3 / 0% 910% 
30/ 0% 61/2% 
4 / 0% 13 /0% 

| 5 /0% | | 4/0% | | 3 /0% | | 5 /0% | | 74/0% | | 3/0% | | 0 /0% | | 1/0% | | 18 /0% | | 6 /0% | | 3/0% | | 2/0% | | 3/0% | 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


6/7 
45 /11% 276 [13% 
3 /0% 136 / 9% 
54] 7% 325 / 8% 
11/9% 150/7% 
70/ 7% 380 /7% 
11 /9% 134 /16% 
66 / 5% 321] 7% 
16 / 6% 107 / 7% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


67 /a% 72] 7% 
39 /3% 33 /6% 
115 / 3% 76 / 0% 
47 12% 54 / 2% 
125 / 0% 112 / 4% 
19 /2% 71 10% 
175 / 1% 134 [19% 
71 [0% 73 [3% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


12 /8% 
39 / 10% 33 /15% 
4/25 8 /13% 
33 12% 56/ 4% 
5 /0% 10 / 0% 
54] 6% 42 / 5% 
3 / 0% 17 / 6% 
56 /5% 81 /9% 
6 / 0% 11/ 9% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


2 [0% 8 /13% 
147% 62/ 6% 
ve 26 / 8% 
13 / 46% 58 / 10% 
3/0% 21 / 14% 
17 0% 85 /11% 
30% 27 [11% 
28 / 0% 72 [10% 
4 / 25% 21 / 5% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


9 /0% 23 /12% 
41 /15% 103 / 8% 
13 /8% 83 / 6% 
74 [14% 126 / 9% 
20 / 10% 114 / 12% 
110 / 5% 146 15% 
25 / 8% 115 / 8% 
122 / 4% 131/3% 
22 / 0% 706% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


310% 
13 0% 13 0% 
41 0% 410% 
18 /11% 21 / 0% 
3 /0% 6/17% 
20 0% 171 0% 
5/13 40% 
30/ 0% 17 0% 
3 / 0% 40% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


10 /0% 
99 /13% 24 [17% 
20 [13% 19 /5% 
111/ 9% 33 /12% 
44 15% 13 /8% 
143 / 9% 38 / 3% 
53 / 15% 20 / 0% 
99 13% 41 / 5% 
25 / 8% 8 /13% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


410% 
60 / 0% 160% 
10/ 10% 8 / 13% 
74] 0% 16/ 0% 
12 / 0% 410% 
75 [3% 58 / 2% 
15 0% 23 / 9% 
82 /0% 7 [0% 
oe 16 / 0% 

669/0%| 98/0% | 233 / 0% 

53 /0% 

10/ 0% 

48 /0% 

5 

% 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


5/0% 19/16%} 19/5% | 61/8% 11/0% | 31/3% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 4/0% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 
5/o% |19/16%| 19/5% | 61/a% | 11/0% | 31/3% | o/o% | o/o% | 0/o% | 4/o% | 0/o% | o/o% | o/o% | 
7/0% 22 /18% | 24/0% 83 /4% 29 / 0% 71/7% 1/0% 0/0% 0/0% 1/0% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 
7 /0% | 22/18%| 24/0% | 83/4% | 29/0% | 71/7% | 1/0% | 0/o% | 0/o% | 1/0% | 0/o% | o/o% | 0/o% | 
1/0% 4/25% 10 / 0% 25 / 0% 11 /9% 13 /0% 1/0% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 
47 25% | 10/0% | 25/0% | 11/9% | 13/0% | 1/0% | o/o% | 0/o% | o/o% | 0/o% | 0/ox | 
22 / 0% 34 /6% 50/4% | 106/3%]| 38/0% | 110/6% 1/0% 0/0% 0/0% 2/0% 0/0% 0/0% 4/0% 
F347 6% | 50/4% | 106/3%| 38 /0% | 110/6%| 1/0% | o/o% | 0/o% | 2/0% | 0/o% | 0/ox | 
8/0% 8/0% 17 / 0% 32 /0% 5/0% 21/5% 3/0% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 
870% | 17/o% | 32/0% | s/o% | 21/5% | 3/0% | o/o% | 0/o% | o/o% | 0/o% | 0/ox | 
122% 11 0% 
11 / 0% 0/ 0% 
65 /0% 14/ 0% 
24 / 0% 0/0% 
102 /1% 53 /0% 
44 / 0% 0/0% 
232 / 0% 4/0% 81 /0% 11 / 0% 3/0% 35/0% | 325/0% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 8/0% 
faz /o%| a/o% | 21/0% | 11/0% | 3/0% | 35/0% | 325/0%| 0/0% | 0/o% | o/o% | 0/o% | fom | 2/0% | 





Attachment 15 - (3-4) Initial Test Volume and Failure Rate by Model Year and Test Station 
*Stations without emissions inspections in 2017 have been omitted 


0/ 0% 2 / 0% 
0/ 0% 0/0% 
0/ 0% 0/0% 
0/ 0% 0/0% 
0./0% 0/0% 
0/0% 1 / 100% 
0,/ 0% 2/ 0% 
5 /0% 1 / 100% 
0,/ 0% 2/ 0% 
1/0% 0/0% 94 / 0% 12 /0% 3/0% 2/0% 2/0% 4/0% 54/0% 0/0% 9/0% 0/0% 
1 /o% | 0/o% | 94/0% | 12/0% | 3/o% | 2/0% | 2/o% | 4/o% | sa/o%| o/o% | 9/0% | 0/0% 
0/0% 0/0% 94 / 0% 8/0% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 30/0% 5/0% 5/0% 3/ 33% 
-ofo% | o/ox | 94/0% | 8/0% | o/o% | 0/o% | o/o | o/o% | s0/o%| s/o% | s/o% | 3/33% 
11 / 0% 3/0% 44 /0% 11 / 0% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 10 / 0% 25 / 0% 5/0% 23 / 0% 7/14% 
110% | 3/o% | 44/o% | 170% | ofo% | 0/o% | o/o% | 10/0% | 25/o% | 5/o% | 23/0% | 7/14%_ 
0/0% 0/0% 15 /0% 6/0% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 1/0% 5/0% 5/0% 6/0% 0/0% 
070% | 0/ox | 15/0% | 6/0% | o/o% | o/o% | o/ox | 1/0% | s/ox | s/o% | 6/0% | 0/0% 





